REMARKS 



The Specification and Claims have not yet been reviewed for typographical and grammatical 

errors. 

Tuming now to the recent action requiring RESTRICTION, applicants elect Group I, 
consisting of Claims 1 - 4, and have requested that Claims 5 and 6 be withdrawn from consideration, 
pending their re-introduction in a Continuing case. 

The Examiner^s letter indicated a further requirement for an election of species in the event 
that Group 1 was elected. The rationale for this is not understood, but nevertheless, for to formulate the 
needed complete Response, applicants elect the purported species of Figure 1 . 

It is believed that the embodiments of each of Figures 1, 3 and 4 is contained within the 
breadth and scope of Claim 1. In support of this view, applicants note that Claim 1 requires only that 
there be at least one "... metallic conductor formed on the insulating substrate, connected at one end to the 
first terminal, disposed to be adjacent to at least part of the first resistor and having a distributed capacitive 
coupling thereto selected to compensate for distributed stray capacitance from the first resistor to a circuit 
ground." This recitation says nothing about the shape of the metallic conductor, nor that there be only 
one. What it is specific about is that it is connected to the first terminal and adjacent to the first resistor. 
We can lump these together to say that to say that the claim recites that there be at least a "signal driven 
stray capacitance killer." Claim 3 adds another such metallic conductor, connected this time to the third 
terminal and adjacent the second resistor. We can term this a "feedback driven stray capacitance killer." 
It is noted that Claims 1 and 3 are part of the same Group I, and that whatever would infiinge Claim 
3 would infiinge Claim 1 ; Claim 3 could have been, in principle, a dependent claim, but issues related 
to grammar and their own local dependent claims (2 and 4, respectively) got in the way. So it seems 
proper that Claims 1 - 4 are all in the same Group. 

However, Figures 1, 3 and 4 are merely different way of forming the metallic conductor(s) 
set out in Claims 1 and 3. There is no language in either of Claim 1 or Claim 3 that limits either of them 
to a 'species' identified by tiie figures. It seems, therefore, to applicants that there are no species 
associated with this case .... 
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The above is believed to constitute a complete response to die requirement for 



RESTRICTION imposed by the Examiner. 

Continued examination is requested, and favorable action is respectfully solicited. 
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